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Abstract 
This study examined the construct validity of the semi-structured behavioral description 
interview in two developmental assessment centers, one from an international consulting firm 
and another from a multinational organization, using the multitrait multimethod (MTMM) 
approach. Both the consulting firm and organizational MTMM matrixes consisted of an 
interview, a personality inventory, two cognitive tests and several simulations, measuring six 
dimensions. Mixed findings emerged for construct validity of the interview in both samples. 
Convergent validity was moderate, with mean monotrait-heteromethod correlations of .30 
and .26 for the consulting firm and the organizational samples respectively; whereas the 
discriminant validity was relatively weak, with mean heterotrait-monomethod correlations of 
.41 and .47, and mean heterotrait-heteromethod correlations of .21 and .18 for the consulting 
firm and the organizational samples respectively. Possible reasons for the unsatisfactory 
construct validity were discussed. Correlations between interview ratings and other 
assessments suggested that the interview might be measuring constructs related to general job 
knowledge, motivation and communication skills. Finally, mean interview ratings had higher 
correlations with simulations than with general cognitive ability tests, suggesting that semi-
structured behavioral description interviews tapped predominantly non-cognitive aspects of 
performance. 
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撮要 
本硏究利用多重特質多重方法(multitraitmultimethod approach) ’去探究發展及評鑑中心 
所採用的半結構性面試（semi-stmctured interview)的建構效度（construct validity) °硏究 
樣本來自一間國際顧問公司及一間跨國機構的發展及評鑑中心’這兩個樣本包括面 
試、人格測驗、智力測驗及模擬工作任務對六個工作特質的評分。結果發現半結構性 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
The employment interview is widely recognized as a popular selection tool. Indeed, it 
is the most frequently used applicant-screening device worldwide. In 1999, a survey of 958 
organizations in 20 countries found that organizations worldwide often or almost always use 
one-on-one interviews in their selection processes (Ryan, Mcfarland, Baron & Page, 1999). 
Moreover, many selection practitioners have strong faith in the value of interviews, thus, 
even when other more valid selection devices are available, they will still frequently conduct 
interviews and use them as a major influence on hiring decisions (Campion, Pursell & 
Brown, 1988). 
The employment interview's popularity can be attributed to a number of reasons. The 
interview could be viewed as a 'work sample' of several observable interpersonal dimensions 
of behaviors. Also, it might be used to provide applicants estimation on the nature of the job 
and the responsibilities. The interview might also accomplish objectives unrelated to the 
selection decision, such as public relations and advertisement purposes (Arvey & Campion， 
1982). All of the above reasons reflect selection practitioners' strong belief in the value of 
interview. 
Although employment interviews are widely used, early research on the reliability 
and validity of the employment interview was pessimistic (e.g. Wright, 1969). However, a 
series of more recent meta-analyses has confirmed that the structured interview is generally a 
much better predictor of performance than previously thought (e.g. Campion, Pursell & 
Brown, 1988; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer，1994; 
Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988)，and it is comparable in validity with many other selection 
techniques, like cognitive tests (Huffcutt & Arthur，1994) or work samples (e.g. Hermelin & 
Robertson, 2001). Contrary to the popular belief that interviews lack validity, the recent 
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qualitative and quantitative reviews of criterion-related validity of interviews suggested the 
interview had at least modest validity (Harris, 1989). 
Moreover, studies have identified the degree of structure in interviews as one of the 
key moderators for its psychometric properties (e.g. Huffcutt & Arther，1994，McDaniel, 
Whetzel, Schmidt & Maurer，1994; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988). According to Wiesner and 
Cronshaw (1988), the mean corrected criterion-related validity coefficient of structured 
interviews is .62，while the mean corrected criterion-related validity coefficient of 
unstructured interviews is .31, i.e. structured interviews produced mean validity coefficients 
twice as high as unstructured interviews. Similarly, McDaniel et al. (1994) found that 
structured interviews, regardless of content, are more valid (.44) than unstructured interviews 
(.33) for predicting job performance criteria. Subsequent to this research, there has been 
substantial effort to increase the degree of structure in employment interviews. 
The structure of an interview can be viewed as the degree of procedural variability 
across applicants and the degree of rigor in the whole interviewing process (Huffcutt & 
Arther, 1994; Huffcutt, Roth & McDaniel, 1996). Therefore, it is best to regard interviews' 
structure as a continuum ranging from unstructured to highly structured (Bradley, Bemthal & 
Thomas, 2002). Through operationalization and standardization in administration and scoring 
process, structured employment interviews provide a uniform method of recording 
information and rating interviewees' qualifications (Campion, Pursell & Brown, 1988). 
Huffcutt and Arthur (1994) proposed a sophisticated framework for classifying 
interview structures. They suggested that there are two dimensions of structure directly 
relating to the degree of discretion in conducting interviews, namely, standardization of 
interview questions and response scoring. By combining different levels of standardization 
of these two dimensions, Huffcutt and Arthur identified 4 levels of structures for interviews, 
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ranging from highly unstructured interviews (i.e. Structure I), which would not have any 
constraints on standardization of questions and would make a global assessment, to highly 
structured interviews (i.e. Structure IV interview), which would ask the exact same questions 
with follow-up probes and would evaluate each individual response according to pre-
established answers. 
With the stringent requirements for interviews to achieve the fourth level of structure, 
most of applications of structured interviews, in practice, probably fall into Huffcutt and 
Arthur's third level of structure. Structure III interviews are characterized by prespecification 
of questions, while allowing interviewers to choose among alternative questions and to probe 
responses to the specified questions, and are distinguished by the formation of multiple 
evaluations along pre-established criteria, such as job dimensions or traits. 
There are practical reasons for organizations to employ semi-structured interviews 
(i.e. Structure III) instead of highly structured interviews (i.e. Structure IV). First of all, 
practitioners must weigh cost and development time against anticipated results when 
deciding how much to structure an interview. Highly structured interviews may seem 
impractical as they typically involve substantial development time and concomitant costs, as 
a detailed planning of interview questions and a comprehensive scoring system is needed. 
Moreover, highly structured interviews may restrict interviewers from obtaining better 
insights using careful and in-depth probing of a standard question. Indeed, Huffcutt and 
Arthur (1994) suggested that while mean criterion-related validity generally appears to 
increase with increasing levels of structure, there is a ceiling effect for the structure - the 
mean validity asymptotes at Structure III interviews, beyond which additional structure 
yields very little incremental validity. This finding suggests that practitioners can develop 
semi-structured interviews, which demand relatively fewer resources, to achieve similar 
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criterion-related validity as highly structured interviews. Given the higher probability for 
organizations to conduct semi-structured interviews over structured interviews, to investigate 
the construct validity of semi-structured interviews may yield higher relevance and utility for 
organizations. 
Apart from the degree of structures of the employment interview, structured 
interviews can be further divided according to interview questions types. In a meta-analysis, 
Huffcutt, Roth and McDaniel (1996) found that the majority of structured interviews used 
either situational or behavioral description interviewing method. Both methods aim to 
structure the interview and to focus the interview in a s k i n g job-relevant questions. Both of 
the interviewing methods follow the same standardization procedures mentioned above， 
however, they differ mainly in the question type and the rating system. 
Situational questions (Latham, Saari, Pursell & Campion，1980) ask job applicants to 
imagine a series of hypothetical circumstances and then describe how they would respond in 
these situations; hence, the questions are future oriented. The situational question is based on 
goal-setting theory, which assumes that intentions are related to actual behavior. An example 
of situational question developed by Campion et al. (1994) was: "Suppose you had an idea 
for a change in work procedure to enhance quality, but there was a problem in that some 
members of your work team were against any type of change. What would you do in this 
situation?" 
In contrast, past-experience questions ask job applicants about their past behavior 
(Janz, 1982). Question in an experience-based interview are past-oriented in that they ask the 
respondents to relate what they did in past jobs or life situations that is relevant to particular 
job-releated knowledge, skills, and abilities required for successful employees (Janz, 1982; 
Motowidlo et al., 1992). The underlying notion is that the best predictor of future 
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performance is past performance in similar situations. A past-experience question developed 
by Campion et al. (1994) was: "What is the biggest difference of opinion you ever had with a 
co-worker? How did it get resolved?" Besides the difference in question type, these interview 
formats also differ in the scoring system. Situational interviews follow a stringent scoring 
system, in which there is a detail scoring key for each interview question, so that the 
interviewers can classify the answers into its corresponding score. As for the behavioral 
description interviews, a scoring system is usually used, but there is more flexibility for 
interviewers to judge the answer and rate accordingly. 
Construct Validity of Employment Interviews 
While a substantial amount of research has examined the predictive validity of 
employment interviews, researchers still remain unclear about why the employment 
interview predicts job performance, largely because little research has been directed to the 
area of construct validity. Construct validity is an attempt to demonstrate a relationship 
between underlying constructs and job related behaviors measured in a test (Schmitt & 
Landy, 1993). In other words, it reflects the appropriateness of inferences drawn from test 
scores regarding individual standings on a construct. Prior research related to the construct 
validity of employment interviews can be divided into two main themes: the first type of 
research concerns interview constructs which researchers have designed their interviews to 
measure; while the second type of research has tried to empirically examine the underlying 
constructs that have actually been measured in the interview. 
Intended Constructs in the Employment Interviews 
Most of what interview researchers know about construct validity concerns the 
constructs which researchers have attempted to measure. Interviews are interpersonal in 
nature, and they involve verbal and nonverbal communications to allow open-ended 
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exchange of information between the interviewer and applicant (Eder & Harris, 1999). Given 
the open-ended and interpersonal nature of interviews, interviewers have the flexibility to 
design specific constructs to assess work-related characteristics according to the requirements 
of a given position. Interview's flexibility also makes it reasonable for us to expect that 
interview dimension ratings may be good measures of a variety of traits (Conway & 
Huffcutt, 2002). 
Systematical classification of constructs planned to be measured in employment 
interviews reveals interesting patterns between structured and unstmctured interviews. 
Huffcutt, Conway, Roth & Stone (2001a) developed a comprehensive taxonomy of seven 
types of constructs that interviews have been designed to assess. Their analysis of 338 ratings 
from 47 actual interview studies indicated that the most frequently rated constructs in 
interviews are basic personality, applied social skills, mental capability and job 
knowledge/skills. Personality traits and applied social skills reflect behavioral tendencies and 
provide interviewers with an idea of how potential employees are likely to act on the job and 
how well they can interact with other employees. Next, mental capability, job knowledge 
and skills reflect either what interviewees already know or how well they can process new 
information. In total, these four constructs accounted for about 90% of variance of all the 
constructs interview designers planned to measure, with the remaining variance 10% 
assessing constructs such as organizational fit, interests, and physical attributes. Moreover, 
result showed that high-structure interviews focus more upon constructs that have a stronger 
relationship with job performance, such as job knowledge, interpersonal skills, organizational 
fit, and applied mental skills. On the other hand, low-structure interviews appear to focus on 
constructs with weaker relationship with job performance, such as interests, education/ 
training, and experience (Huffcutt et a l , 2001a). Based on these results, Huffcutt et al. 
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(2001a) concluded that one of the reasons why structured interviews tend to have higher 
criterion-related validity is because they focus more upon constructs which have a stronger 
relationship with job performance. 
Differences in constructs designed to be measured in structured and unstructured 
interviews were also identified in a meta-analytic study by Salgado and Moscoso (2002). 
According to the content of the interview questions asked, they classified interviews into 
conventional interviews and behavior interviews. Conventional interviews, which belong to 
low-structure interview, are typically composed of questions directed at checking credentials, 
description of experience, and self-evaluative information, while the behavioral description 
interviews, which are similar to what others described as behavioral description interviews 
that are in high-structure, mainly include questions concerning job knowledge, job 
experience, and behavior descriptions. Again, this study shows that the questions in the high-
structure interview are designed to measure more job-related constructs. 
However, it should be noted that, although both Huffcutt et al. (2001a) and Salgado 
and Moscoso (2002) indicated that the most frequently planned constructs in both the 
structured and unstructured interview differ, and that structured interviews are more likely to 
target job-related constructs, little is still known about the extent to which these constructs 
are actually being measured in the interviews. Further empirical research is needed to provide 
evidence on whether the constructs being measured in structured interviews are more job-
performance related. For example, how much 'job knowledge' is actually being measured in 
an interview as originally planned? Will interviewers' ratings of applicants' job knowledge 
be affected by other constructs, like social skills or personality traits of the applicants? In 
other words, constructs rated in the interviews simply tell us what researchers intended to 
measure; they are not necessary the constructs actually measured. 
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Constructs that Employment Interviews Actually Measure 
Scholars in the field of employment interviews have suggested a variety of constructs 
that employment interviews may actually be measuring. For example, Campion, Pursell and 
Brown (1988) suggested that the interview may allow the measurement of two domains: 
cognitive attributes and motivation. Harris (1989) suggested that different interview formats 
may be measuring different constructs, and that interviews may be measuring a broad range 
of constructs such as practical or social intelligence, achievement, interpersonal skills, and 
behavioral intentions as likely constructs. More recently, Eder & Harris (1999) theorized that 
employment interviews may measure ability, tacit knowledge, personality, cognitive ability, 
interpersonal relationship, and person-organization fit. The wide variety of constructs 
suggested to be measured in the interview is partly because of its interactive nature, which 
may seem to be able to assess unique skills not traditionally measured in selection contexts 
(Latham & Skarlicki，1995). However, all of the constructs suggested above lack empirical 
evidence as they are based mainly on theories or speculations. Research conducted to date 
has not yet conclusively determined whether interviews can validly measure such constructs 
(Posthuma, Morgeson & Campion, 2002). 
A number of studies have also been conducted to examine what constructs are 
actually being measured in interviews. When looking at recent empirical research on 
employment interviews, four major constructs seem to be related to structured interviews: 
cognitive ability, general job knowledge, social skills, personality and motivation. 
Cognitive ability. One of the most widely hypothesized constructs measured in 
employment interviews is cognitive ability. In a study of using a structured interview with 
situational questions, Campion, Pursell and Brown (1988) showed moderate correlations 
(correlations ranged from .38 to .52, after correction for unreliability) between interview 
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ratings and a number of cognitive tests' ratings. The moderate correlation suggests that the 
situational interview has a substantial cognitive ability component. Campion et al. (1988) 
also conducted further analyses of the employment interview and employment aptitude tests. 
The results of this study show that employment aptitude tests add incrementally to the 
prediction of job performance beyond the interview but not the reverse. Thus, the content of 
the structured interview may be more like that of an orally administered cognitive ability test, 
instead of an assessment tool that measures different constructs. If the interview is mainly 
measuring cognitive ability, it can be easily replaced by paper-and-pencil cognitive tests, 
which are much cheaper and more convenient to administer. Thus, some research has been 
generated to verify the degree to which structured interviews measure cognitive components. 
Later research showed more optimistic results in which the extent of overlapping 
between interviews and cognitive ability is not as large as once thought. Huffcutt, Roth and 
McDaniel (1996) found that interview ratings correlate with cognitive ability at the mean 
correlation of .40, suggesting that on average, about 16% of the variance in interview scores 
represents cognitive ability. However, the correlation with cognitive ability tends to decrease 
as the level of structure increases, and it is smaller for past behavior questions than for 
situational questions (Huffcutt et al., 1996). Possibly, structured interviews, particularly 
behavioral description interviews, are better at assessing other constructs that are also related 
to job performance. Motowidlo et al. (1992) echoed the findings of Huffcutt et al. (1996)， 
suggesting that structured interviews tend to have lower correlation with cognitive ability. 
Motowidlo and colleagues found that scores on a structured behavioral interview were only 
weakly correlated with scores on an aptitude test and a measure of academic achievement. 
These weak correlations indicate that scores on the structured behavioral interview are not 
heavily saturated with constructs such as cognitive ability (Motowidlo et al., 1992). In sum, 
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results from resent research indicate that the relationship between cognitive ability and SI 
and BDI questions is, at best, quite modest. It appears that the structured interview is not only 
tapping cognitive ability, but other constructs as well. 
Generalizable job knowledge / tacit knowledge. Another underlying construct that 
structured interviews may measure is general job knowledge/ tacit knowledge. In fact, job 
knowledge has been shown to contribute to the prediction of performance over and above 
cognitive ability (Ree, Carretta & Teachout’ 1995). Structured interviews, and behavioral 
description interviews in particular, may assess individual's abilities which are of a more 
practical nature than those measured by traditional cognitive ability tests. Such abilities may 
include practical knowledge and skills developed through experience, which have been 
labeled by Sternberg, Wagner and their colleagues (Wagner and Sternberg, 1985; Sternberg, 
Wagner, Williams & Horvath, 1995) as 'tacit knowledge'. Indeed, Harris (1999) has noted 
parallels between both SI and BDI interviews and tacit knowledge measures. Tacit 
knowledge is knowledge that contributes to the production of behaviors and/or the 
constitution of mental states but is not ordinarily accessible to consciousness (Sternberg et 
al.，1995). It is characterized as the implicit and unarticulated knowledge that is gained from 
everyday experience. It is practical in which it allows people to apply the knowledge flexibly 
or to adapt existing knowledge to understand and comprehend new experiences for problem 
solving (Wagner & Sternberg，1985). In other words, tacit knowledge is knowing implicitly 
how to do things. SI and BDI questions also focus on how an applicant would or did perform 
in specific situations in order to examine applicants' level of job knowledge to the job. Also, 
given that job analysis is used to create the SI and BDI questions, these questions are likely 
to represent knowledge useful in attaining important outcomes, which require applicants to 
apply their general job knowledge or tacit knowledge. 
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Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) also believe that the structured interview measures the 
'noncognitive aspects of performance'. Their study of the predictive validity of SI and BDI 
showed that the structured interview accounted for 14% incremental variance in job 
performance beyond the variance accounted for by a cognitive ability test. They thus 
concluded that structured interviews might have some advantages over more traditional 
cognitive tests. Based on their findings, Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) suggested the structured 
interview seemed to provide a more comprehensive assessment of relevant skills and abilities 
than the cognitive ability test. They suggested the incremental validity of interview might be 
attributed to the ‘noncognitive’ aspects of performance, as they asserted that although 
cognitive ability is an undeniably important predictor, most jobs are also characterized by 
noncognitive aspects or motivation aspects of performance. Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) also 
suggested that if the structured interview is preceded by a through job analysis, interview 
questions can be developed to tap many job-related skills, abilities and tacit knowledge. 
Empirical evidence of general job knowledge being measured by structured 
interviews is demonstrated in Salgado and Moscoso's (2002) meta-analytic study between 
conventional interviews (unstructured interviews) and behavior interviews (structured 
interviews) described earlier. They classified interviews, according to content of the 
interview questions asked, into the two types of interviews. Salgado and Moscoso (2002) 
then correlated these two types of interviews with 11 measures of constructs to study what 
constructs could be related to interviews. The results showed that conventional interviews 
correlated higher with general mental ability, job experience, the Big Five personality 
dimensions, and social skills, whereas behavioral description interviews mainly correlated 
best with job knowledge, job experience, situational judgment, and social skills. This study 
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shows that the behavioral structured interview has a stronger relationship with job-related 
constructs and is measuring general job knowledge, such as situation judgment. 
Social skills. Although social skills are considered as under the broader dimension of 
general job knowledge, social skills are broad enough to deserve separate discussion, 
therefore, I separated it from the general job knowledge section above. Social skills include 
communication skills (e.g. verbal and non-verbal skills) as well interpersonal skills (e.g., 
developing and maintaining relationships). Due to its interpersonal nature, the interview can 
presumably tap a great deal of communication skills (Gatewood & Field, 1994). Evidence 
that interviews tap social skills can be found from a study of Huffcutt, Weekley, Wiesner, 
Degroot and Jones (2001b). Huffcult et al. (2001b) factor analyzed a sample ofBDI ratings 
and found that a one-factor solution best fit the data. This factor correlated moderately with 
extroversion (r = .30). In other words, the results reflected that BDI ratings are likely to be 
measuring a construct related to extroversion. According to Huffcutt et al. (2001b), a 
construct that could account for the association between BDI ratings and job performance 
might be social/ verbal presentation skills, and their having found a relationship with 
extroversion provided at least partial support for this hypothesis. However, little is known 
from that study about the quality of the interview design and implementation, that is the 
extent of its level of structure. As a result, a study of a well-designed structured interview 
may provide additional support to this study and well uncover multiple constructs being 
assessed. 
Personality and motivation. Apart from cognitive abilities, general job knowledge 
and social skills, research has also found that other possible constructs measured in past 
behavioral interviews are personality and motivation. Research has generally shown that 
measures of personality traits, especially conscientiousness, are moderately related to 
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interview ratings. For example, research on biodata measures intended to tap constructs 
similar to conscientiousness has yielded positive correlations between interview scores and 
these biodata measures (Dalession & Silverhart，1994). Also, Cortina, Goldstein, Payne, 
Davison and Gilliland (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of the relationships among scores on 
measures of cognitive ability measures of conscientiousness and interview scores. Cortina et 
al. (2000) found that there is a moderate relationship between interview scores and scores on 
measures of conscientiousness (r = .28). 
Bradley, Bemthal and Thomas (2002) conducted a factor analysis on a structured 
interview with a sample of 74 Kuwaiti pertrochemical workers. Applying exploratory factor 
analysis, Bradley et al. (2002) found that there were two constructs, namely thoroughness 
and motivation underlying the dimensions assessed in the structured interview. Thoroughness 
was defined as a personality trait that underlies meticulous, organized and responsible, which 
is similar to conscientiousness, while motivation is an individual characteristic that underlies 
energy, initiative, persistence to influence work habits (Bradley et al., 2002). 
In sum, while cognitive ability may account for a substantial variance in predicting 
job performance, structured interviews may still be useful to account for additional predictive 
variance, especially in capturing noncognitive aspects of performance. 
The Present Study 
As seen from the above literature review, our understanding to the construct validity 
is still limited in terms of number of studies (Posthuma, Morgeson & Campion，2002) and 
constructs researched. Indeed, a number of researchers have called for research on the 
construct validity of employment interview (e.g. Harris, 1989; Huffcutt, Conway, Roth & 
Stone, 2001a; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer，1994; Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995). 
Gaining a more thorough understanding of the constructs measured in semi-structured 
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interviews, and the conditions under which they can be expected to work more effectively, is 
important to developing a better understanding of how the structured interview functions. 
This is particularly true in that structured interviews appear to be a viable alternative in a 
search for measures that demonstrate higher levels of employment fairness without large 
losses of validity (Pulakos & Schmitt’ 1995). 
From the practitioners' point of view, understanding the constructs actually measured 
can lead to general improvements in interview design, including a better recognition of which 
constructs are most effective for particular jobs. In particular, analysis of constructs may 
allow interviews to be optimally designed to achieve specific outcomes such as high 
incremental validity and minimal impact on protected groups (Huffcutt et al., 2001a). Also, 
knowing what constructs are in interviews may enhance a better combination of various 
assessment tools, as we can avoid duplication of resources when the constructs in interviews 
and other selection approaches are similar. Moreover, understanding what an interview 
measures also allows personnel specialists to know when and where it should or should not 
be used and what to do if it is modified (Klimoski, 1993). 
The present study focused on the construct validity of behavioral description 
interview, as it is generally more popular, especially in the consulting field. Many of the 
largest international industrial-organizational consulting firms, e.g. Development Dimensions 
International (DDI), Personnel Decisions International (PDI) and Saville & Holdsworth 
Group (SHL), either use BDI for conducting personnel assessments or applied the approach 
in training managers on how to conduct structured interview (e.g. DDI's 'Targeted 
Selection,®，SHL's interview training, Paul Brown's 'Behavioral Interviewing,® training 
and training video, ‘More than a gut feeling', e t c . ) . Employers such as AT&T and Accenture 
have been using behavioral interviewing for about 15 years now. Since increasing numbers 
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of employers are using behavior-based methods to screen job candidates, understanding how 
to excel in this interview environment is becoming a crucial job-hunting skill. 
Another characteristic of the present study is that it focuses on semi-structured 
behavioral description interviews used in developmental assessment centers. Developmental 
assessment centers have been used worldwide for personnel purposes since their introduction 
into industry. Developmental assessment centers are combinations of simulated work 
methods, like leaderless group discussion, and other individual assessments, such as in-depth 
interviews, mental ability tests and personality inventories. It is believed that through 
multiple assessments on candidates, organizations can have a more thorough understanding 
on them. Development assessment centers have become increasingly popular, however, 
interviews within the assessment centers has received virtually no attention at all. Therefore, 
using the interviews in the assessment centers as the focus of the present study is of high 
significance, since interview is an important assessment method in the assessment center and 
organizations may often combine the use of interview and other assessments in their 
selection process. 
Aims of the Present Study 
In order to better understand the construct validity of semi-structured interviews, I 
had three specific aims in the present study. My first aim was to examine the extent of 
construct validity of the semi-structured interviews by estimating the convergent validity and 
divergent validity. The multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) matrix approach was employed 
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959) as the method for the analysis. 
My second, and related aim, was to examine the extent to which the constructs 
intended to be measured are actually being assessed in the structured interview, i.e. whether 
the structured interview is actually measuring the predetermined dimensions. For example, if 
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job knowledge was an intended construct, to what extent was it actually measured? Were 
interviewers' ratings of the applicants' job knowledge affected by other constructs, like 
social skills or personality of the applicants? Moreover, some dimensional ratings may 
represent a more accurate measurement of the intended construct than other dimensional 
ratings, possibly due to the nature of the construct itself or due to differential influence from 
general factors such as mental ability, personality, job experience and/or type of the 
questions (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth & Stone, 2001). This analysis was done by analyzing the 
correlation of interview ratings with other assessment methods' ratings on the same 
dimensions. 
My third aim was to establish the extent to which the interview ratings converge with 
other measures of the specific dimensions they have been designed to assess. This is useful as 
it helps to assess the degree of redundancy or overlapping of interview with other assessment 
methods, so as to better design the combination of selection methods to maximize their 
effects. 
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Chapter Two: Method 
The present study consisted of two sets of assessment center (AC) ratings: one set of 
AC ratings was from one of the leading international I/O consulting firm which conducts 
developmental assessment centers for various organizations (consulting firm AC), while the 
other set of AC ratings was from an internal AC developed by one of the largest international 
financial institution (organizational AC). Both of the AC datasets contained dimensional 
ratings for a semi-structured interview and other assessment methods, thus they allowed 
analyses on the interview's relationship with other methods. There were two main 
differences for the two sets of data: First, the consulting firm AC is developed for external 
uses while the organizational AC is developed for internal uses; second, the organizational 
AC data set was more comprehensive, in terms of its methods used, dimensions measured 
and its sample size, than the consulting firm AC data set. As these two datasets are 
representative AC in the field, it is hoped that the results generated could be generalized. 
Also, the convergence of results of these two separate studies would give stronger evidence 
for the finding. As most of the procedures and content of the consulting firm AC and the 
organizational AC were similar, the details of these two samples were presented together for 
ease of comparison. 
Source of Data 
Consulting firm AC 
Developmental assessment center ratings were obtained from 189 candidates assessed 
by an international I/O consulting firm over a four-year period. The data sets were consisted 
of customized developmental assessment centers for 25 organizations in various industries. 
All developmental assessment centers' ratings obtained in the present study were used by 
these organizations to identify the strengths and developmental needs for their middle-level 
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to high-level management executives. The information gathered in the developmental 
assessment centers was revealed to each participant, his/her supervisor and human resources 
department. Within each customized development assessment center, different dimensions 
and assessment methods were tailored to the needs of each company. However, most of the 
dimensions and method were similar as all of them were developed based on the consulting 
firm's user manual of developmental assessment center. Behavioral description interviews 
were consistently employed as one of the methods in all the assessment centers examined in 
the present study. 
Organizational AC 
The second set of developmental assessment center ratings was obtained from a 
worldwide financial institution. Assessment center ratings from 171 participants of an 
internal assessment center over a period of 2-year period were obtained. An advantage of this 
data set over the consulting firm data set was that participants went through exactly the same 
assessment methods and being assessed on the same dimensions. There were 11 dimensions 
and seven methods in the assessment center, the whole assessment center lasted for three 
days, with about eight participants in it. All participants were middle-level executives from 
different business groups and regions across the worldwide organization, all having been 
identified by their supervisors as having high development potential. Only those employees 
rated as "excellent" on all the dimensions in their recent development review and with the 
recommendation of their supervisors were invited to join the assessment center. Similar to 
the consulting firm AC, behavioral description interviews were consistently employed as one 
of the methods in this organization's internal developmental assessment center. Also, the 
information gathered in this assessment center was revealed to the participant, the line 
managers and human resources department. 
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Interviews 
Interviewers. For both studies, a single assessor conducted each interview. The 
interviews from both of the data sets were semi-structured behavioral description interviews. 
Training 
Interviewers from both studies were given training on how to conduct the behavioral 
description interview before conducting interviews. They also received a complete 
description of the interview dimensions. 
Nature of Questions 
Both interviews had moderate degree of questions standardization, as they had pre-
specified questions while allowing interviewers to ask follow-up questions to probe for more 
information. Together with the training, they were provided with a protocol of interview 
questions for each dimension and guidelines for conducting the behavioral description 
interview. Interviewers were free to ask any of the questions according to the list. Besides, 
participants were required to complete a detailed personal data form which included 
participants' description of critical incidence of their achievements, setbacks and their own 
evaluation of themselves before the interview. These personal data were available to 
interviewers before interviews to assist interviewers in formulating questions in the 
interview. According to the developmental assessment center administers in both firms, 
interviewers used the questions provided to them for reference and often asked slightly 
different questions to tailor for the background of each participant, they all followed the 
guidelines of conducting the behavioral interview. 
Interview Ratings 
Interviewers in both settings were also given a behavioral anchor scales for 
dimensional ratings within the interview. While specific interview questions were provided 
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for each dimension, interviewers in both firms were encouraged to use information obtained 
in any part of the interview to determine participants' ratings on each of the interview 
dimensions, although they were told that particular focus should be given to questions that 
were designed to measure particular dimensions. 
Considering the degree of standardization in both questions and participants' ratings, 
these two sets of interview would be a Structure III (semi-structured) interview, according to 
Huffcutt and Arthur's (1994) classification of interview. Next I describe each firm's 
interview in greater depth. 
Consulting Firm Interview 
Twenty-one trained consultants from the consulting firm served as interviewers of the 
interviews included in this study. Each interview lasted for about 1/2 to 1 hour. The format of 
interview questions followed the general format ofPBDIs described by Janz (1982). During 
the interview, interviewers asked participants to describe an incident that would demonstrate 
their level of competency on one or more dimensions. Interviewers then probed with follow-
up questions until they were satisfied that they had all the information they need about 
exactly what the participant did in the situation, the situational context, and the outcome of 
behavior. An example of the interview question designed to measure 'shaping strategy' is 
‘Tell me about a time when you had to handle a complex problem. What was the situation? 
What did you do? And what was the outcome?". Interviewers were required to take notes 
during the interview. Ratings for each dimension were made after the entire interview had 
been conducted. After each interview，interviewers provided dimensional ratings on 5-point 
rating scales ranging from 'poor' (1) to 'outstanding' (5). Interviewers were given behavioral 
anchors on each interview dimension for them to check on the participants' level of 
competency on those dimensions before providing the ratings. 
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Organizational Interview 
Different from the Consulting firm AC, interviewers consisted of 35 line managers 
and 13 human resources staff. Each interview lasted for about 1 hour, with twenty minutes 
spent on asking questions related to participants' current position and work history, and ten 
to fifteen minutes spent on asking specific questions for each competency. Similar to the 
consulting firm AC, interviewers asked participants to describe a specific behavioral incident 
and to ask follow-up questions until they had all the information they need. Interviewers 
would proceed to next competency after they had collected two to three actual behaviors that 
were enough for them to make a decision. An example for interview question on the 
dimension 'leadership' is "Tell me about the last time you needed to inspire a group to pull 
together to achieve the goals. How did you get people involved initially? How did you gain 
commitment? How did you use the members? How effective was the group?" Interviewers 
were encouraged to take notes during the interview, in which the keywords noted should be 
accurate, factual and job-related. Ratings for each dimension were made after the entire 
interview had been conducted. After each interview, the interviewer provided dimensional 
ratings on 7-point rating scales ranging from 'poor' (7) to 'outstanding' (1). Similar to the 
consulting firm AC, interviewers were given behavioral anchors on each interview dimension 
for ratings. 
Other Assessment Methods Included in the Analysis 
In order to determine the convergent validity, other assessment methods that were 
intended to measure the same dimensions as the interview were included in the analyses. The 
two cognitive tests employed in both firms were The Advanced Raven's Progressive 
Matrices, which measures general cognitive abilities, and Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking 
Appraisal, which measures critical thinking abilities. 
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Consulting Firm Assessments 
The consulting firm's developmental assessment center also included a personality 
inventory and three simulations, which were composed of a direct report meeting, a client 
meeting and a boss meeting. Dimensions assessed in each method were listed in Table 1. 
Personality inventory. Participants were required to complete a personality inventory 
developed and validated by the consulting firm itself. The inventory is ipsative in nature, 
with two choices per question. There are more than 300 questions assessing 37 traits. The 
scores for each personality traits were combined and transformed into their assessment center 
dimensions using the firm's existing transformation scheme, which use a 5-point rating 
scales ranging from 丨least likely丨(1) to 'most likely' (5) to possess that dimension. Participants 
normally take 30 to 40 minutes to complete. 
Direct report meeting. Participants participated in an actual meeting with the direct 
report, in which an assessor would act as the direct report and the participant would act as the 
boss. A briefing note was provided to the participant 30 minutes before the meeting to 
introduce the background information of the meeting and the task. The simulation lasted for 
about 30 minutes. During the meeting, the participant discussed with the direct report several 
issues that required the participant to demonstrate his/her interpersonal and management 
skills. 
Client meeting. The client meeting simulation resembled an actual meeting with an 
important client, in which an assessor would act as the client. A briefing note would be 
provided to the participant 30 minutes before the meeting to introduce the background 
information of the meeting and the task. The simulation lasted for about 30 minutes. During 
the meeting, the participant needed to discuss and negotiate with the client on several issues 
that required the participant to demonstrate his/her interpersonal and communication skills. 
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Boss meeting. It resembled an actual meeting with the boss，in which an assessor 
would act as the boss and the participant would act as the direct report. The participant was 
required to give a thirty-minute presentation as a rehearsal for an upcoming business 
planning meeting. The boss (assessor) would use 15 minutes to ask questions. A briefing note 
would be provided to the participant before the meeting to introduce the background 
information of the meeting and the task. The boss meeting simulation lasted for 45 minutes. 
This method requires participants to demonstrate their strategic thinking skills and 
communication skills. 
After each simulation, assessors provided dimensional ratings on participants' 
performance in the simulations on 5-point rating scales ranging from ’least likely' (1) to 'most 
likely' (5) to possess that dimension. Assessors were given behavioral anchors on each 
simulation dimension for them to check on the participants' level of competency on 
dimensions before providing the ratings. Participants were rated by different assessors across 
simulations. After all simulations, assessors met to discuss their observations and ratings with 
one another to reach conclusion on a global rating for each participant on each dimension. 
Organizational Assessments 
The developmental assessment center in the organizational setting included a 
personality inventory and four simulations, which were composed of a direct report meeting, 
a boss meeting, a steering group and a group exercise. Dimensions assessed in each method 
were listed in Table 2. 
Personality inventory. An ipsative personality inventory, OPQ 32 Dimension/OPQ 
4.2，was employed. The scores for each personality traits were combined and transformed 
into their respective AC dimensions using the organization's existing transformation scheme, 
which use a 10-point bipolar scale. 
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Direct report meeting. The direct report meeting simulation resembled an actual 
meeting with the direct report, in which an assessor would act as the direct report and the 
participant would act as the boss. A briefing note would be provided before the meeting to 
introduce the background information of the meeting and the task for the participant. During 
the meeting, the participant would conduct a mid year performance review and discuss with 
his/her direct report (i.e. assessor)'s on performance and work-based issues. The simulation 
lasted for about 40 minutes. This method required participants to demonstrate their 
interpersonal and management skills. 
Boss meeting. It resembled the actual meeting with the boss, in which an assessor 
would act as the boss and the participant would act as the direct report. The participant was 
required to give a thirty-minute presentation as a rehearsal for upcoming business planning 
meeting. The boss (assessor) would use fifteen minutes to ask questions. A briefing note 
would be provided before the meeting to introduce the background information of the 
meeting and the task for the participant. The boss meeting simulation lasted for 45 minutes. 
This method required participants to demonstrate their strategic thinking skills, 
communication skills and resilience. 
Steering group. The simulation resembled an actual peer meeting, in which two 
assessors would act as peers and discussed with the participant in the meeting. Participants 
were required to evaluate a website and make certain decisions. The background information 
of the task could be found in the material of in-basket exercise. This simulation lasted for 45 
minutes. This method required participants to demonstrate their interpersonal skills and 
thinking skills. 
Group exercise. The group exercise resembled an operational heads meeting. In this 
simulation, participants discussed the pros and cons for the recommendation, they then 
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explained their rank ordering of solutions. Participants were required to complete task 
individually before the start of the group discussion. Normally there are four participants per 
group exercise, with one assessor to assess two participants. The group exercise lasted for 45 
minutes. This method required participants to demonstrate their interpersonal skills and 
thinking skills. 
Similar to the consulting firm AC, assessors were given time to write up participants' 
behavior evidence after each of the simulation and they were given behavioral anchors on 
each simulation dimension for them to check on participants' level of competency on 
dimensions. They provided dimensional ratings on 7-point rating scales ranging from 'poor' 
(7) to 'outstanding' (1). Also, participants were rated by different assessors across methods. 
Assessors would meet in each evening to discuss their observations and ratings with one 
another to generate feedbacks for participants. 
Procedure Used to Select Dimensions for Analysis 
The multitrait multimethod (MTMM) matrix approach was used to examine the 
construct validity of the semi-structured interviews by comparing different patterns of 
correlations (Campbell & Fiske，1959). To construct reliable MTMM matrices, ratings of at 
least 60 development center participants who had interview ratings and ratings of at least one 
other assessment methods on the same dimensions were required. This criterion was set 
based on a compromise between maximizing both the sample size and the number of 
dimensions assessed. If a larger minimum sample size was set, there would be fewer 
dimensions that could reach the standard. In other words, a larger minimum sample size 
would result in fewer dimensions available for the analysis. Similarly, more dimensions 
could only be included at the expanse of a smaller sample size (and thus greater instability) 
for each component correlation. 
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Consulting Firm AC 
As there were 25 organizations involved in the developmental assessment centers 
and their labels of competencies were different, I combined conceptually identical or highly 
overlapping dimensions across different sets of developmental assessment center and unified 
the naming of the dimensions. Combination of dimensions was based on dimensions' 
similarity on their naming, definition and behavioral anchors. If the definition and behavioral 
anchors were the same or highly similar for dimensions in different sets of developmental 
assessment centers, the labels of the corresponding dimension in different sets would be 
combined and a standardized label would be used across different developmental assessment 
center data sets. Only six dimensions in this developmental assessment center data set 
matched the minimum requirements for MTMM (i.e. dimensions ratings more than 60), they 
were shaping strategy, influencing and negotiating, attracting and developing talent, fostering 
teamwork, driving for stakeholder success and adaptability. Please refer to Table 1 for 
definition of the dimensions. 
Organizational AC. 
Six of 11 dimensions measured by the interview and having more than 60 
participants' ratings were included in analyses: management planning, leadership, 
interpersonal skills, communication, resilience and driving change. Please refer to Table 2 for 
definition of the dimensions. 
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Table 1 AC Dimensions Included in the Consulting Firm Sample 
Dimensions Definition Assessed by 
Shaping strategy Ability to formulate and implement Interview 
strategies with thorough analysis that Direct report meeting 
helps the organization to achieve Boss meeting 
competitive advantage in short- and/or Client meeting 
long-term. Personality inventory 
Influencing and Ability/skills to influence and persuade Interview 
negotiating key stakeholders of organization to get Boss meeting 
things across and achieve win-win Client meeting 
solutions. Personality inventory 
Attracting and Ability/skills to attract high-caliber Interview 
developing talent people and develop their potentials to Direct report meeting 
fit the needs of the organization. Personality inventory 
Fostering Ability/skills to promote collaboration Interview 
teamwork and teamwork across organization. Direct report meeting 
Personality inventory 
Driving for Demonstrates a strong commitment to Interview 
stakeholder short- and long-term organizational Direct report meeting 
success success and works to do what is best Personality inventory 
for all stakeholders (customers, 
shareholders, employees, etc). 
Adaptability Ability to maintain composure and Interview 
work constructively and resourcefully Personality inventory 
in stressful situations. 
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Table 2 AC Dimensions Included in the Organizational Sample 
Dimensions Definition Assessed by 
Management Ability to plan, organize and Interview 
planning implement courses of action to Direct report meeting 
achieve business results and meet Steering group 
short, medium or long-term goals as Personality inventory 
appropriate. 
Leadership Ability to defines and communicates Interview 
clear objectives in line with Group exercise 
organization's strategy, and to inspire Direct report meeting 
and lead the team to achieve excellent Steering group 
performance against pre-defined Personality inventory 
standards. 
Interpersonal skills Ability to form rapport and Interview 
proactively build good working Group exercise 
relationships both inside and outside Direct report meeting 
the organization. Steering group 
Personality inventory 
Communications Ability to clearly and concisely Interview 
express ideas and information both Group exercise 
orally and in writing. Effectively Direct report meeting 
persuades others in a manner that Boss meeting 
gains their commitment to a decision Steering group 
or course of action. Personality inventory 
Resilience Ability to remain calm, persistent, and Interview 
positive, but purposeful under Direct report meeting 
pressure to pursuit task objective Steering group 
when faced with setbacks or Personality inventory 
adversity. 
Driving change Ability to continually seeks out Interview 
opportunities, and encourages self and Group exercise 
other to generate creative ideas for Boss meeting 
change and improvement. Steering group 
Personality inventory 
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Chapter 3: Results 
Construct Validity 
The first aim of the study was to assess the degree of construct validity of the semi-
structured interview using the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) approach. The MTMM 
matrix is constructed by arranging the correlations among the ratings of different dimensions, 
using interview and other assessment methods. Campbell and Fiske (1959) proposed two 
aspects of construct validity: convergent and divergent validity. Convergent validity is the 
degree to which multiple attempts to measure the same construct is in agreement. The idea is 
that two or more measures of the same constructs should converge highly if they are valid 
measures of the concept. Divergent validity is the degree to which measures of different 
constructs are distinct. If two or more constructs are unique within the interview, then the 
correlations between constructs in the interview should not correlate too highly. 
The MTMM matrix for the consulting firm sample and the organizational sample is 
presented in Table 3 and Table 4 respectively. The values in grey are monotrait-
heteromethod correlations, which represent correlations between ratings on the same 
dimensions using the interview and other assessment methods (i.e. convergent validity). The 
correlations on the first five rows are heterotrait-nionomethod values, which are correlations 
among different dimensions ratings within the interview. The remaining correlations 
contained heterotrait-heteromethod values, which are correlations among ratings of different 
dimensions using different methods. These two types of correlations together represent the 
discriminant validity of the interview. 
In order to assess convergent validity, the monotrait-heteromethod correlations, that is 
the correlations among ratings of the same dimension across different methods were 
examined (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). 
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Table 3 MTMM Matrix for the Consulting Firm Sample 
Interview 
Shaping Influencing Attracting and Fostering Driving for Adaptability Mean 
strategy (SS) and developing teamwork stakeholder (AY) interview 




A D .32**(116) .48** (119) 
FT .08 (106) .48** (111) .43** (97) 
DS .47** (95) .61** (99) .40** (67) .346** (60) 
.39** (104) .50** (126) .23* (89) .32** (123) .39** (71) 
Direct ss .28* (73) .32 (60) -- -- -- -
r e p o r t AD .19* (144) . 11 (153) .09 (133) .125 (120) .09 (97) .10(124) 
m e e t i n g -OS (67) -- .13(42) .32* (74) - .24* (68) 
Mean direct report rating .17* (185) 
Boss ss .60** (144) .43** (131) -.01 (113) .21* (94) .36** (112) .36** (112) 
. IN .38** (129) .44** (132) .23* (99) .01 (90) .30** (94) .45** (100) 
meeting ad - - .. .. .. .. 
DS .33** (93) .23* (95) . 20 (66) -- .17 (94) .14(65) 
AY „ __ __ „ __ 
Mean boss meeting rating .39** (163) 
Client ss .40** (75) .33** (77) .29* (65) -- .18(75) --
. IN .40** (86) .36** (105) .19(90) . 04 (71 ) . 14 (79 ) .09(74) 
meeting ad - .. „ .. .. .. 
A Y -- -- -- -- -- --
Mean client meeting rating .33** (117) 
P e r s o n a l i t y s s .i6(i36) .15(122) .18(105) .02(94) .05(88) .35** (92) 
� IN .35** (121) .29** (141) .23* (105) .23* (99) .25* (90) .34** (113) 
test A D . 1 6 ( 1 1 0 ) .11 (125) .22* (91) .32** (86) . 19 (85 ) .23* (100) 
FT -.13 (76) .01 (73) .17 (61) .08 (80) -- .27* (73) 
DS .25** (84) .30** (89) -- -- .32** (89) .07 (63) 
^ .23 (69) .27* (86) - . 10 (72) .20 (63) .30** (86) 
Cognitive Ravens -.15 (115) . 01 (129) -.04 (106) -.05 (91) -.02 (82) .06 (98) -.08 (133) 
t e s t s WG .28** (113) .15 (125) .03 (101) .09 (90) . 10 (80 ) .24* (97) .13 (127) 
Note: 1. Correlations in the first five rows are Hetero-Traits-Mono-Method (HTMM) correlations (divergent 
validity); correlations in are Mono-Trait-Hetero-Methods (MTHM) correlations (convergent 
validity); remaining correlations are Hetero-Traits-Hetero-Methods (HTHM) correlations 
2. Correlations in ( ) are sample size. 
3. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
•Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
4. Ravens: Advanced Raven's Progressive Matrices; WG: Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal 
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Table 4: MTMM Matrix for the Organizational Sample 
Interview 
Management Leadership Interpersonal Communication Resilience Driving change Mean 




Leadership .54** (152) 
Interpersonal .54** (65) .49** (64) 
skills 
Communication .67** (76) .46** (75) .51** (65) 
Resilience .40** (150) .43** (151) .31* (65) .40** (77) 
Driving change .61 (149) .50** (149) .40** (62) .50** (74) .28** (150) 
GrOUD Management ~ — — . . — — 
. planning 
exercise Leadership .36** (153) .39** (154) .13 (65) .40** (76) .22** (154) .37** (152) 
Interpersonal .29** (153) .30** .24 (66) .48** (77) .30** (154) .21** (152) 
skills (154) 
Communication .32** (152) .42** (153) .24 (65) .47** (76) .26** (153) .26** (151) 
Resilience ~ — . . . . — -
Driving change 34** (113) .35** (115) -- -- .20* (113) .32** (112) 
Mean rating of group exercise .48** (113) 
Direct Management .38** (154) .19* (155) .08 (66) .36** (77) . 1 1 ( 1 5 5 ) .24** (153) 
planning 
report Leadership .38** (154) .22** (155) .10 (66) .38** (77) .12 (155) .24** (153) 
meeting 
Interpersonal .27** (154) .33** (155) .23 (66) .50** (77) .11 (155) .20* (153) 
skills 
Communication . 3 9 * * ( 1 5 4 ) .28** (155) .13 (66) .38** (77) . 1 1 ( 1 5 5 ) .21* (153) 
Resilience — — - - — -
Driving change ~ — - - - — 
Mean rating of direct report meeting .33** (113) 
Bqss Management - — — - — -
. planning 
meeting Leadership - - - - - -
Interpersonal — - - - ~ ~ 
skills 
Communication .21* (154) .28** (155) .18 (66) .46** (77) .28** (155) .16 (153) 
Resilience .20 (75) .15 (75) .12 (64) .28* (75) 38** (75) .09 (72) 
Driving change .29** (149) .24** (150) . 2 1 ( 6 4 ) .25** (75) .28** (150) .23** (148) 
Mean rating of boss meeting .36** (113) 
^ 
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Interview 
Management Leadership Interpersonal Communication Resilience Driving change Mean 
planning skills interview 
rating 
Steering Mana^ment .38** (154) .21** (155) -.15 (66) .25* (77) .24** (155) .27** (153) 
° planning 
g r o u p Leadership .27** (154) .21* (155) -.05 (66) .20 (77) .17* (155) .22** (153) 
Interpersonal .33** (153) .22** (154) .15 (65) .24* (76) .21** (154) . 2 2 " (152) 
skills 
Communication .21 (78) .17 (77) .17 (66) .42** (77) .04 (78) 17 (75) 
Resilience .24** (153) .25** (154) .04 (65) .20 (76) .30** (154) .23** (152) 
Driving change .03 (75) -.02 (74) -.11 (64) .15 (75) .04 (75) .10 (72) 
Mean rating of steering group .36** (159) 
Personality Management -.01 (147) .04 (148) -.05 (65) -.05 (70) .07 (148) -.18* (146) 
� planning 
t e s t Leadership . 0 5 ( 1 4 7 ) .27** (148) .05 (65) .03 (78) - . 1 0 ( 1 4 8 ) . 16 (146) 
Interpersonal .02 (147) .11 (148) -.03 (65) . 1 0 ( 7 6 ) . 0 6 ( 1 4 8 ) - . 04 (146 ) 
skills 
Communication . 0 4 ( 1 4 7 ) .08 (148) -.01 (65) - . 0 7 ( 7 6 ) - . 1 2 ( 1 4 8 ) . 04 (146) 
Resilience -.05 (147) .10 (148) -.07 (65) - . H (76) .13 (148) -.01 (146) 
Driving change .02 (147) - .03 (148) - . 11 (65 ) .15 (76) -.03 (148) .26** (M6) 
Cognitive R a v e n .io (154) .03(155) .25* (66) .19(77) . 0 7 ( 1 5 5 ) -.01(153) .11(159) 
t e s t s WG .11(154) .17* (155) -.15 (66) .15 (77) .10(155) .07(153) .12 (159) 
Note: 1. Correlations in the first five rows are Hetero-Traits-Mono-Method (HTMM) correlations (divergent 
validity); correlations in are Mono-Trait-Hetero-Methods (MTHM) correlations (convergent 
validity); remaining correlations are Hetero-Traits-Hetero-Methods (HTHM) correlations 
2. Correlations in ( ) are sample size. 
3. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
4. Ravens: Advanced Raven's Progressive Matrices; WG: Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal 
Evidence of convergent validity of interview was found for both samples. For the 
consulting firm sample, 10 of the 14 monotrait-heteromethod correlations in the consulting 
firm AC MTMM matrix were significantly greater than zero (p<.05), while for the 
organizational sample, 15 of the 23 monotrait-heteromethod correlations in the 
organizational AC MTMM matrix were significantly greater than zero (p<.05). Evidence of 
/ 
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the interview measuring the intended constructs was demonstrated, as there was moderate 
degree of convergence between the interview and other measures on the corresponding 
dimensions for both studies. 
In order to quantify the convergent validity for ease of comparison, the monotrait-
heteromethod correlations in each of the two MTMM matrixes were averaged as an index of 
convergent validity in the two studies. Since the sample size for each pair of correlations 
differed, Fisher z transformations were performed on these individual correlations in order to 
compute the average coefficient. As shown in Table 5, the resulting sample-size weighted 
averaged correlation for convergent validity for the consulting firm sample was .30 and for 
the organizational sample was .26.1 determined the resulting convergent validity of the 
interviews in the two samples moderate. When comparing it to the convergent validity of 
general assessment tools, the convergent validity found is quite inadequate, however, when it 
is comparable to the convergent validity found in interviews with similar level of structure. 
Having convergent validity alone is not enough for construct validity, as convergent validity 
cannot indicate the interview is only measuring the intended construct, rather than measuring 
other unintended construct. To do so, divergent validity is needed. 
Divergent validity was assessed by examining correlations among ratings of different 
dimensions within interview (i.e.heterotrait-monomethod correlations) and correlations 
among ratings of different dimensions between the interview and other methods (i.e. 
heterotrait-heteromethod correlations) (Campbell & Fiske，1959). As the ratings were 
intended to measure different dimensions, the heterotrait-monomethod correlations should be 
low, so as to show that interviewers' ratings on a dimension was not under the influence of 
other dimensions or other unintended constructs. The heterotrait-heteromethod correlations 
represent the relationship between unrelated dimensions of different methods, which may be 
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caused by random error measurement. Together, these two types of correlations indicate 
divergent validity, showing whether the dimensions assessed in the interviews were 
influenced by other unintended constructs. 
Again, Fisher z transformations were performed to compute the average coefficients 
as an index of divergent validity. The correlations among interview dimension ratings were 
uniformly positive and in most cases significant (p< .05) for both studies, ranging from .08 to 
.61 for the consulting firm sample and .28 to .67 for the organizational sample. As shown in 
Table 5, the sample-size weighed average of heterotrait-monomethod correlations for the 
consulting firm sample and organizational sample were .41 and .47 respectively. This result 
indicates that the interview dimensions were moderately correlated for both of the interviews, 
and that interviewers were not able to fully distinguish between different dimensions. 
Table 5: Convergent and Divergent Validities Estimates for the Semi-Structured Interview in 
Two Samples 
Consulting firm Organizational 
sample sample 
Mean monotrait- r = .30 r = .26 
heteromethod correlation 
Mean heterotrait- r = .41 r = .47 
monomethod correlation 
Mean heterotrait- r = .21 r = .18 
heteromethod correlation 
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To determine whether there were specific patterns in the interview ratings, further 
examination on the heterotrait-monomethod correlations were performed. As there was not 
enough sample size for performing exploratory factor analysis in the consulting firm sample, 
the number of underlying construct within this interview is unclear. However, the heterotrait-
monomethod correlations showed that several dimensions had particular high correlations 
with the other dimensions. In the consulting firm sample, when correlations were averaged 
across each dimension within interview, "influencing and negotiating" and "driving for 
stakeholder success" have the highest correlations with other dimensions in the interview 
(avg r = .51 and .44), showing that interviewers might have difficulty in distinguishing these 
two dimensions with the rest of the dimensions. 
For the organizational sample, exploratory factor analysis, using principle component 
analysis, was performed, yielding a one factor solution based on the criteria of eigenvalues 
over one, and visual inspection of the scree plot. The factor accounted for 56% of total 
variance of all the interview dimensions' ratings, indicating one factor has dominant 
influence on the variance of the interview ratings. This factor may be related to management 
planning and communication, as when correlations were averaged across each dimension 
within interview, management planning and communication showed the highest average 
correlation with other dimensions (avg r= .55 and .51 respectively). Again, these results 
showed that interviewers might have difficulty in distinguishing these two dimensions from 
the other dimensions in the organizational AC. 
The weighed average using Fisher z transformations on heterotrait-heteromethod 
correlations for the consulting firm sample and the organizational samples were .21 and .18 
respectively (Table 5), with almost half of the correlations significantly greater than zero 
(p<.05) for both studies. These correlations reflected the random error, which would 
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attenuate the observed relationships among ratings in statistical analyses, is present but 
limited. 
To conclude, there were mixed results for the construct validity in the semi-structured 
interviews. The convergent validity (i.e. the mean monotrait-heteromethod correlation) was 
moderate (r = .30 and .26 for the consulting firm sample and the organizational samples 
respectively), but still higher than the mean correlation of heterotrait-heteromethod 
correlations (r = .21 and .18 for the consulting firm sample and the organizational samples 
respectively). It indicates that at least part of the higher correlation in the monotrait-
heteromethod correlations than the heterotrait-heteromethod correlations was due to the pre-
determined dimensions. Thus, the semi-stmctured interview is able to measure the intended 
dimensions to at least some extent. 
On the other hand, the discriminant validity was poor in both of the interviews, and 
there was evidence of method variance. Method variance is defined as a form of systematic 
error or contamination, due to the measurement method rather than the construct of interest 
(Campbell and Fiske, 1959). The mean heterotrait-monomethod correlation was higher than 
the mean correlation of heterotrait-heteromethod for both studies, with a difference of .20 for 
consulting firm sample and .29 for organizational sample, showing that common method 
variance was present in both interviews, as the heterotrait-monomethod correlations were 
inflated relative to the heterotrait-heteromethod correlations. In other words, interview 
ratings were partly influenced by the interview as the measurement method itself .^ 
Possible Constructs Assessed in Semi-structured Behavioral Description Interviews 
My second aim was to identify the underlying constructs measured in the interview. 
Results presented earlier showed that there was common method variance in the interview, 
indicating that there were unintended constructs influencing the ratings of the interview. 
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Inspection of the monotrait-heteromethod correlations in the MTMM was performed to 
determine which pairs of correlations between the interview and other assessment methods 
on the same dimensions had higher convergence. Convergence of ratings between the 
interview and other assessment methods on a dimension is an indirect evidence of interview 
measuring the same intended construct as the other assessment methods. Since most 
assessment center methods used were not well-researched measure of constructs, these 
results only can give limited evidence of constructs measured. The personality tests and 
general cognitive tests, however, can be treated as accountable measures of constructs. The 
problems with the other assessments is that convergence with the interview may be due to 
shared method variance, and that constructs purportedly assessed in these other assessments 
may not be what they are actually measuring. 
Consulting Firm Sample 
The interview dimensions "shaping strategy" and "influencing and negotiating" had 
the highest correlations with the corresponding dimensions of the three simulations (r's 
ranged from .28* to .60**). Also, "influencing and negotiating”，"driving for stakeholder 
success" and "adaptability" had moderate and significant correlations with the corresponding 
dimensions in the personality test (r = .29**, .32** and .30** respectively). 
Organizational Sample 
The interview dimensions, "communication", "management planning" and 
"resilience" have the highest correlations with the corresponding dimensions of the three 
simulations (r's ranged from .30** to .46**). Also, only "leadership" and "driving change" 
has moderate and significant correlations with the corresponding dimensions in the 
personality test (r = .27** and .26** respectively). 
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Both of these interviews showed similar pattern, in which they have higher 
correlations with other assessment methods on dimensions related to strategic thinking, 
communication, personal influence and adaptability. This pattern suggests that the interview 
may be better at tapping these constructs. 
Degree of Overlap between Interview Ratings and Other Assessment Methods 
The third aim is to examine the overall relationship of interview with other 
assessment methods in both ACs. As the overall scores for the interview and other 
assessment methods were lacking, mean interview ratings were computed by averaging the 
dimensional ratings of interview. Similarly, the simulations ratings were computed by 
averaging dimensional ratings within each simulation. The correlations between the mean 
interview rating and other mean ratings were computed to determine their degree of 
overlapping (Table 3 and 4). 
Consulting Firm Sample 
The correlations between average interview ratings and average simulation ratings 
were uniformly significant and positive, ranging from .17* to .39**. The relationship with 
boss meeting was the highest (r=.39**), while relationship with direct report meeting is not 
high but significant (r=.17*). However, the mean interview rating had little and insignificant 
correlation with both cognitive tests (r's is -.08 and .13 respectively). The results indicate that 
the interview is closer to simulation that is also interpersonal in nature. 
Organizational Sample 
The correlations between average interview ratings and average simulation ratings 
were uniformly significant and positive, ranging from .33** to .48**. The relationship with 
group method is the highest (r=.48**), and there are moderate relationship with boss meeting 
(r=.36**), steering group (r=.36**) and direct report meeting (r=.33**). Similar to the 
r 
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consulting firm AC, the interview had small and insignificant correlations with both 
cognitive tests (r's is .11 and .12 respectively). 
To conclude, both interviews showed that they are more similar to simulation that is 
also interpersonal in nature. However, both interviews measure little cognitive ability and 
their overlapping with cognitive test ratings were virtually zero. 
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Chapter Four: Discussion 
The present study found mixed results for the construct validity of the semi-structured 
behavioral description interview. While both interviews showed moderate convergent 
validity, they only exhibited limited discriminant validity. In particular, both interview were 
not good at measuring separate dimensions, instead, the interview ratings appeared to be 
influenced by one or more underlying dominant factors. 
Construct Validity 
The construct validity of the two interviews assessed in the present study were 
generally better than the construct validity of employment interviews that were less 
structured (e.g. Sagie & Magnezy, 1997; Jansen & Stroop, 2001; Scheicher, Day & Mayes, 
2002). Both interviews in the present study showed similar extent of convergent validity but 
higher discriminant validity to these less structured interviews, suggesting that the semi-
structured interview may be better at discriminating dimensions than the lower structured 
interviews. When compared to the construct validity coefficients established by Lievens and 
Van Keer (2001)，who also investigated a semi-structured interview with BDI as the 
interviewing technique, the construct validity coefficient estimates found in the present study 
were similar, although the discriminant validity is slightly lower in the present study. As the 
procedure and assessment methods employed in the present samples and Lievens and Van 
Keer's (2001) sample were different, it is difficult to make a direct comparison. However, in 
general, it seems that the semi-structured behavioral description interview can achieve a level 
of construct validity that is higher than other less structured interviews. 
Although it seems that interviews with a higher structure exhibit higher construct 
validity, the construct validity found in the semi-structured behavioral description interviews 
in the present study is still far from satisfactory. As Campbell and Fiske (1959) stated that the 
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establishment of construct validity requires both discriminant and convergent validities. The 
lack of discriminant validity prevents the semi-structured interview from having an 
acceptable level of construct validity. Despite interviewer training on conducting the 
behavioral description interview, detailed instructions and carefully planned scoring systems, 
the semi-structured interview may still not be able to measure each dimension accurately as 
planned by interview designers. A possible reason for the lack of discriminant validity is that 
interviewers may have trouble differentiating dimensions. One of the problems interviewers 
may be facing is that there are too many dimensions in the interview. Evidence from 
assessment centers' research suggested that as the number of dimensions increases, the 
cognitive demands required to discriminate among dimensions makes it difficult for 
interviewers to process information at the dimension level. Li evens and Klimoski (2001) 
posited the limited information-processing model in explaining the poor construct validity 
found in assessment centers. Li evens and Klimoski (2001) suggest that since assessors have 
restricted information-processing capabilities, they are not necessarily able to fulfill the 
requirements demanded for trait-based measurement. The inability to simultaneously process 
a large number of dimensions may lead to assessors' tendency to rate participants using more 
global dimensions (Gaugler and Thornton, 1989). Interviewers may also experience the same 
problem in the interviews, thus, the interview ratings may reflect only a few dominant 
dimensions that are not the original intention of the interview designers, resulting in a failure 
to obtain convergent and discriminant validity. 
Another reason for lack of discriminant validity may be related to the characteristic of 
the semi-structured interview. The semi-structured interview is characterized for providing 
interviewers with flexibility to tailor questions and ask follow-up probes. However, the 
procedure of encouraging interviewers to tailor questions in both assessment centers may 
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have weakened the construct validity. Campion, Palmer and Campion (1997) suggested that 
prompting could create contamination if extraneous information is introduced or if 
candidates are directed into giving the right answers. Also, although interviewers had a list of 
questions for them to choose and modify in both assessment centers, these questions might 
have differential validity in tapping the underlying constructs. Moreover, allowing 
interviewers to ask follow-up questions increase the variety of answers received and thus 
makes it more difficult for interviewers to rate participants' level of competency on the 
dimensions. To assess participants' standing on the dimension requires interviewers to have 
the ability to identify the evidence and classify them into different levels of competency. It 
also requires interviewers to have the ability to ask for questions that can elicit dimension-
related information and disregard irrelevant information. As a result, the greater amount of 
information resulting from flexibility in tailoring questions in the semi-structured interview 
may increase cognitive demands for the interviewers. 
Moreover, for the ease to tailor questions for each participant, both assessment 
centers allowed interviewers to review some of the participants' assessment materials, such 
as participants' personal history and their personality profile, prior to the interview. 
Interviewers' pre-interview impressions towards participants may have formed prior to the 
interview because of the information received (Harris, 1989). These pre-interview 
impressions may influence interviewers so that they fail to assess participants solely 
according to the behavioral evidence they received from participants in the interviews 
(Macan and Dipboye, 1990). In another later study, Macan and Dipboye (1994) found that 
although note-taking had a positive influence on accuracy in identifying information from the 
interview, it did not moderate the influence of pre-interview impressions on post-interview 
evaluations of the participant (Macan and Dipboye, 1994). 
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Both assessment centers seem to have other procedures that may have inflated 
method variance. In both assessment centers, interviewers were allowed or encouraged to 
form rating from answers given during the entire interview. The reason for doing this may be 
a belief that organizations feel that forming the rating after the whole interview allows 
interviewers to obtain more information from participants, and the integration of information 
from the whole interview may help interviewers to from a more accurate judgment. 
However, formation of ratings from the entire interview may lead interviewers to fall into 
assessment bias. This practice may encourage interviewers to group information together and 
incorporate irrelevant information into the interview dimension ratings, instead of focusing 
only on relevant information that is collected under dimension-specific questions. Moreover, 
ratings during the interview may be less cognitively complex than ratings at the end due to 
lower memory requirements (Campion et al., 1997). 
Another procedure that may have contributed to poor discriminant validity is that one 
of the assessment centers has interviewers' assess candidates' performance in other 
assessments within the AC. This practice was originally planned by the AC designers to 
allow assessors to gather more information on the participants' performance, so they can give 
thorough feedback to participants within a short time. However, this practice may again lead 
to interviewers forming evaluation or impression towards participants from other assessment 
center assessments before the interviews, and vice versa. Discussing participants may lead to 
irrelevant information entering the evaluation process, as interviewers have knowledge on 
how participants perform in other assessments, they may unconsciously tailor questions and 
seek answers that confirm their expectations during the interview (Campion et al , 1997). 
Also, several studies (e.g., Dougherty, Turban and Callender, 1994; Philips and Dipboye, 
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1989) suggest that when interviewers have a favorable pre-interview impression of the 
applicants, they act more positively toward the participants. 
In sum, as the semi-structured interview allows interviewers to create flexibility in 
asking questions, the construct validity is also weakened due to the corresponding procedures 
introduced. Recommendations in conducting the semi-structured interview to improve the 
construct validity are discussed later in the implication section. 
Possible Constructs Assessed in Semi-structured Behavioral Description Interviews 
Besides establishing the convergent and discriminant validities of the semi-structured 
interview used in the developmental assessment centers, the present study also reports 
thoroughly the correlations between the interview's dimensional ratings and the dimensional 
ratings for other commonly used assessment methods to examine the possible constructs 
assessed in the interview. 
Cognitive Ability 
Consistent with findings of Motowidlo et al. (1992) and Huffcutt et al. (1996), both of 
the present samples show that the two cognitive measures (The Advanced Raven's 
Progressive Matrices and Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal) had small and 
insignificant relationships with overall ratings of interview (r's ranged from -.08 to .13). This 
is consistent to the finding that structured interviews on past behavior measure dimensions 
other than cognitive ability. 
Job Knowledge/Tacit Knowledge 
Both of the samples have moderate correlations with other assessment methods on 
the dimensions that require good command of tacit knowledge about the job. The interview 
ratings of "shaping strategy" in the consulting firm sample and “management planning" in 
the organizational sample, correlated strongly with other simulations that resemble real work 
Construct Validity of Semi-Structured Interview 45 
settings. Both of these dimensions require participants to demonstrate a good deal of general 
job knowledge and tacit knowledge of the internal and external business environment, so as 
to develop and implement distinctive strategies to achieve competitive advantage. This 
finding is in line with Salgado and Moscoso (2002), who found that there is a strong relation 
between behavior interviews and job experience (rc= .71), as job experience is also positively 
related to general job knowledge. 
Social Skills 
Social skills can be considered to include both communication and interpersonal 
skills. In the present study, the interview appears to measure communication skills more than 
interpersonal skills. Communication skills are skills to effectively express information and 
persuade others verbally and nonverbally, whereas interpersonal skills are skills to 
successfully build rapport and establish working relationship with others. There were only 
small and insignificant correlations between personality measures and interview ratings in 
interpersonal skills dimensions in both of the studies. Result also shows that the dimension 
"interpersonal skills" had poor convergent correlations with other assessment methods in 
both samples. In contrast, the dimension "communication" in the interview reported in the 
organizational sample showed better convergent validity than other dimensions assessed in 
the interview. Interviews may be better at measuring communication skills may be due to its 
ability to allow interpersonal exchange, which affords the interviewer the opportunity to 
gauge a number of dimensions of communication fluency, such as delivery, use of language, 
organization, purpose and listening skills (Bradley, Bemthal & Thomas, 2002). The finding 
that the interview is better at measuring communication skills but not interpersonal skills 
highlight the need for researchers and practitioners to regard the two dimensions as separate 
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constructs instead of similar constructs within the broader 'social skills' category, since the 
interview may have differential ability to measure these two constructs. 
Personality and Motivation 
When looking at the correlation between interview dimension ratings and personality 
dimension ratings, the dimensions that tap motivation have moderate correlation in both 
samples. Actually, the correlations between the interview and personality measures are 
strongest for dimensions "driving for stakeholder success" and "adaptability" in the 
consulting firm sample, while the correlations for dimensions "driving change" and 
"leadership"' are the only correlations that are significant in the organizational sample. All of 
the above dimensions involve goal setting, driving for result and change, strong commitment 
and ability to work under pressure. Without strong motivation, it is impossible to behave in 
this way. 
Degree of Overlap between Interview Ratings and Other Assessment Methods 
The fact that the mean overall interview ratings correlated well in both samples with 
all assessment centers' simulations, but not other paper-and-pencil cognitive tests, suggests 
that the interview may be better at measuring constructs that are interactive in nature. The 
high correlations with the simulations suggest that the interview may be a viable alternative 
when conducting simulations is not feasible. However, as both the interview and simulations 
required subjective judgment from assessors and assessors may be easily biased under the 
influence of unintended factors, such as communication skills of the participants, 
contamination in the assessment center may happen, leading to inflated correlations between 
ratings of interview and simulations. Thus, in conducting both interview and simulations in 
the assessment center, special consideration is needed to minimize possible bias and 
contamination. 
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Practical Implications 
One of the important implications for practitioners is the mixed finding of construct 
validity of the semi-structured interview. As discussed before, conducting semi-structured 
interview instead of highly structured interview may be more practical for organizations, as 
the semi-structured interview can achieve similar level of criterion-related validity as the 
highly structured interview (Hunter and Arther, 1994) while saving substantial development 
time and concomitant cost. However, the present study indicates that the semi-structured 
interview might not have enough construct validity and highly structured (IV) interviews 
may have higher construct validity as it introduces less contamination in the interviewing 
process. Ignoring the construct validity of the interview is similar to neglecting the trait 
requirements of the job as there is not enough empirical evidence on the interview measuring 
the intended constructs. Therefore, in deciding how much to structure an interview, 
practitioners must weight cost and development time against the construct validity attained. 
Earlier I discussed several ways in which the semi-structured interview may have 
weakened the construct validity. Three recommendations in conducting the semi-structured 
interview is consequently drawn to improve its construct validity: 
First，to have good discriminant validity, interview designers might choose interview 
dimensions that are as distinct as possible, for example, management planning and team 
building are relatively distinct, in which one measures cognitive and job knowledge 
construct, while the other measures interpersonal construct. Interviewers should also limit the 
number of dimensions to be measured, possibly within seven dimensions, as it is the upper 
limits of human working memory capacity reported in the cognitive psychology literature 
(Miller, 1956). 
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Also, besides having behavioral description interview training, interviewers might be 
provided with dimension training to familiarize interviewers with the definition and 
operationalization of the rating dimensions. Research shows that performance dimensions 
training leads to more differentiated dimensional ratings in the assessment centers (Woehr, 
1992)，which can improve the discriminant validity. 
Third, practitioners may alter their rating system within the assessment center to 
attain better construct validity. Instead of rating the dimensions one by one after the whole 
interview, O'Leary, Facteau and Jackson's (2002) has suggested using across question-across 
dimension scoring method, where interviewers rate participants on the first dimension in the 
first question, the second dimension in the second question, and moving diagonally across a 
dimension by question matrix until all relevant cells are assessed. This strategy forces 
assessors to focus on behavior and inhibits assessors from grouping performance information 
by questions or by dimensions while at the same time prohibiting a general impression based 
on questions or dimensions from influencing ratings. O'Leary, Facteau and Jackson (2002) 
found that this method of rating exhibit greater evidence of construct validity, displaying 
high convergent validity (average y_= .60) moderate discriminant (average r = .44) validities, 
and a confirmatory factor analytic pattern dominated by trait effects. Also, ratings can be 
made during the interview as questions on each dimension are completed rather than wait 
until the end (Campion et al., 1997). 
The present study also found that the semi-structured interview seems to be a better 
measure of several dimensions. Apart form the recommendations to improve the construct 
validity, practitioners can make use of the ability of interview to measure constructs related 
to general job knowledge, motivation and communication. 
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Finally, as the interview is moderately correlated with the work simulations that 
require relatively extensive human and capital resources, the interview may seem to be an 
alternative to work simulations when they are not feasible. Besides, the semi-structured 
interview and cognitive tests seem to be a good combination for the selection, as they are 
measuring different constructs. 
Limitation 
The present study used Campbell and Fiske's (1959) MTMM approach to examine 
the construct validity of interview. This procedure for assessing convergent and discriminant 
validity has many important strengths, perhaps the foremost of which is the distinction 
between different types of correlations forjudging the convergent and discriminant validity 
systematically. Moreover, the MTMM matrices allow us to identify constructs measured in 
interviews by examining the correlations. 
However, the procedure has two main shortcomings. Firstly, there is no clear standard 
in the literature for analyzing and interpreting MTMM matrices. It does not quantify the 
degree to which convergent and discriminant validity have been demonstrated. Instead, only 
rules of thumb are offered that depend on a qualitative assessment of the number of 
confirming and disconfinning incidences of the comparisons of correlations implied by the 
criteria in the MTMM matrix (Bagozzi, Yi & Philips, 1991; Schmitt & Stults，1986; 
Williams, Lucy, and Nguyen, 2002). 
Moreover, the construct validity estimates found in the present study may be 
overestimated using the MTMM approach. As Williams, Cote and Buckley (1989) has 
argued, to the extent that different methods are similar, heteromethod correlations are inflated 
in MTMMs, leading to an underestimate of method effects. As interview ratings might be 
contaminated by assessors' knowledge of ratings on other assessments for both ACs, the 
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heteromethod correlations may be inflated, thus, the convergent and discriminant validity 
estimates should probably be treated as lower-bound values. 
Besides, although the results of the present study showed the existence of trait and 
method variance, the MTMM matrix approach cannot estimate the extent of trait and method 
variance. The procedure does not separate method variance from random measurement error. 
There is no information provided to the separate amounts of variation in measures due to 
dimensions, methods, and random correlations among measures (Schmitt & Stults，1986). 
My study of construct validity of the semi-structured interview would be substantially 
stronger if I could examine trait versus method effects using CFA. As several researchers 
suggested (e.g. Bagozzi, Yi & Philips，1991; Conway, 2002)，the CFA model may be a better 
method for addressing construct validity, as it makes fewer assumptions and provides more 
diagnostic information about reliability and validity. Unlike Campbell and Fiske's (1959) 
procedure, the CFA model allows methods to affect measures of dimensions in different 
degrees and to correlate freely among themselves. In addition, the CFA model provides the 
measures of the overall degree of fit (e.g, the chi-square goodness-of-fit test), provides useful 
information on how well convergent and discriminant validity are achieved (i.e., loadings for 
traits, and the estimates for trait correlations), and it can partition variance into trait, method, 
and error components (i.e., through squared factor loadings and error variance). 
However, the sample size for the present study is not enough to conduct a reliable 
CFA. A small sample size may lead to the acceptance of any model in the CFA, since it tends 
to produce a nonsignificant chi-square statistic (Bagozzi, Yi & Philips, 1991). Moreover, 
while MTMM may have underestimated method variance, CFA models also have problems 
as well. First, CFA analyses that model both trait & method factors have severe estimation 
problems (Conway, 2002). For example, when the reliabilities of different assessment 
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measures vary, the inferred relations among the method and trait factors would be distorted. 
A second possible shortcoming of the CFA model is that it presumes that variation in 
measures will be a linear combination of traits, methods, and error. That is, trait, methods, 
and error are assumed to have additive effects on measures in the CFA model. However, 
traits and methods may interact in the determination of measure variation (Bagozzi, Yi and 
Philips, 1991). Also, CFA analyses that do not model method factors but instead models 
method variance as correlations among uniquenesses overestimates trait variance if methods 
are correlated. 
One promising alternative is the 'correlated uniqueness' CFA model, which has 
tended to be relative free of estimation problems (Conway, 2002). This model has trait 
factors but no method factors. Instead, method variance is operationalized as correlations 
among the uniqueness, that is the variance unshared with trait factors, of variables measured 
by the same method. However, an important limitation of the correlated uniqueness model is 
that correlations between methods cannot be estimated in the model because of the lack of 
method factors. Therefore, if methods truly are correlated, which seems to be likely in the 
present study, the correlated uniqueness model tends to inflate estimates of trait variance 
(Marsh and Bailey, 1991). After determining the relative strengths and weaknesses of each 
method, its appropriateness to the investigation of the aims of the present study and the 
sample size available, MTMM is chosen instead. 
Further Study 
As suggested above, it is worth pursuing a larger sample and to examine the construct 
validity of the interview by assessing the trait and method variances using the CFA approach. 
Following Widaman (1985), four CFA models, namely the null model, the trait-only model, 
the method-only model and the trait-method model can be tested and compared to yield 
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meaning tests of hypotheses. Specifically, a test of the significance of trait variance is 
provided by comparing the chi-square tests between the null model and trait-only model, and 
between the method-only model and the trait-method model. Similarly, a test of the 
significance of method variance is provided by comparing the null models and method-only 
models, as well as trait-only model and trait-method model. 
Another possible further research is to correlate the interview dimensions with 
established measures to find out what constructs can the interview be best measured, so as to 
better utilize the interview. As shown in the present study, the semi-structured interview 
shows indirect evidence for differential validities to different dimensions, as there were better 
convergent correlations on only part of the dimensions. Huffcutt et al. (2001) and Posthuma 
et al. (2002) also stated that some ratings might represent a more accurate measurement of 
the intended construct than other ratings. Therefore, future research should explore the ways 
of enhancing the utility of the interview without reducing the validity. 
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Appendix I: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
1 To test for evidence of the construct validity of the organizational semi-structured 
interview, the CFA approach was applied to further estimate the trait and the method 
variances in a systematic fashion. The MTMM model examined here was composed of three 
methods (interview, group exercise, steering group) and three traits (management planning, 
leadership, driving change). A schematic summary of the six-factor MTMM CFA model 
under study is presented in Figure 1. 
El 
^ 
Figure 1. Hypothesized MTMM model 
The CFA hypothesized model was tested using the EQS 5.7 model using the maximum 
likelihood estimation procedure. The basis of the statistical analysis was the covariance 
matrix of the observed responses (n 二 171). Overall fit and the significance of the loading of 
individual variables on the hypothesized factors were considered. Bentler-Bonnett Normed 
Fit Index (NFI) and NonNormed Fit Index (NNFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), LISREL 
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GFI were all above .95 and the Root Mean Square of Approximation (RMSEA) was .02, 
showing that the goodness-of-fit for this model was very good. However, there were 
condition codes on the covariance between F4 and F5 and the variance of E2. Test results 
might not be appropriate due to condition code, thus other results were not further reported. 
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